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Judicial Council Delays 11 More Court 

Construction Projects Absent Additional Funding 

Projects delayed pending restoration of construction funds 

in the final Budget Act for fiscal year 2013–2014 

 

SAN FRANCISCO—At its public meeting on February 25-26, the Judicial Council voted to 

approve a plan that delays 11 more courthouse construction projects pending restoration of court 

construction funds in the state budget for fiscal year 2013–2014. 

The council approved the contingency plan in case no court construction funding is restored, but 

also agreed to request funding so that all active courthouse projects could proceed in the 

upcoming fiscal year if possible. 

“Our working group feels strongly that efforts should be made to secure full funding for this 

year,” said Justice Brad Hill, chair of the Court Facilities Working Group and Administrative 

Presiding Justice of the Court of Appeal, Fifth Appellate District. “We are seeking the return of 

all or a portion of those funds that were raised from court users for the express purpose of 

building court facilities. We understand the difficult fiscal environment the state is in, but further 

delay will imperil our vital infrastructure and compromise the safety of those citizens who use 

our courts. At the same time, we realize that we must be very prudent and extremely careful with 

the public’s money. Our ongoing, aggressive cost-reduction efforts have already cut $115 million 

from court construction budgets to date.” 

 

By fiscal year 2013–2014, nearly $1.5 billion of court user fees originally designated by the 

Legislature to be set aside for court construction will have been borrowed, transferred to the state 

General Fund, or redirected to court operations. The Governor’s proposed budget for 2013–2014 

would redirect another $200 million in court construction funds to trial court operations. It would 

also postpone repayment of a $90 million loan from the court construction fund. In the last 14 

months, the Judicial Council has cancelled 2 projects, delayed 7 indefinitely, and at its January 

meeting, it adopted a plan to delay indefinitely 4 more projects pending resolution of the Budget 

Act for the upcoming fiscal year. 

 

Other items on the council meeting agenda included: 

 

http://www.courts.ca.gov/policyadmin-jc.htm
http://www.courts.ca.gov/documents/SB1407-Status-Chart-20130226.pdf
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Update of the Resource Assessment Study Model: The council approved the updated Resource 

Assessment Study (RAS) model parameters for use in estimating court staff workload, observing 

that the RAS model is not intended to set the funding needs for any courts, but is one tool to be 

used in the budgeting process. The updated parameters consist of new caseweights and new 

formulas that produce more accurate workload estimates. The RAS model was first approved by 

the Judicial Council in 2005. 

Trial Court Trust Fund Allocations: 2 Percent State-Level Reserve: The council approved a 

supplemental funding request by the Superior Court of Kings County for costs related to 

replacing its case management system. The council also approved that the balance of the reserve 

fund be proportionally allocated back to the trial courts after March 15.  

Remote Video Proceeding Pilot Project in Fresno: The council approved an application from 

the Superior Court of Fresno County to establish a remote video proceeding pilot project for 

traffic infraction cases under California Rule of Court, rule 4.220.  

Administrative Office of the Courts (AOC) Restructuring: Administrative Director of the 

Courts Judge Steven Jahr presented for council consideration three specific items related to the 

restructuring of the AOC. The council made the following decisions: 

 

 Classification Structure and Compensation Study for the AOC: The council directed 

the AOC to conduct a request for proposals (RFP) to gather more information about the 

costs for an outside vendor to perform a study of the classification structure and 

compensation for AOC staff. Once this RFP is completed, the council will review that 

information to consider whether an outside vendor or the AOC Human Resources Service 

Office should perform all or part of the study. 

  

 AOC Telecommuting Pilot Program: The council agreed to adopt a new pilot 

telecommuting program for the AOC that is more restrictive and increases oversight and 

monitoring. An interim report on the program will be presented to the council’s 

Executive and Planning Committee six months after the program has been in place, with 

a further presentation to the full council after twelve months. 

 

 Use, Selection, and Management of Outside Legal Counsel by the AOC Legal 

Services Office: The council approved a recommendation to have its liaisons to the AOC 

Legal Services Office--with assistance from the council’s Litigation Management 

Committee--review the office’s use, selection, and management of outside legal counsel 

to determine whether outside counsel is being used in a cost-effective manner, including 

obtaining information about industry practices regarding use of outside legal counsel by 

large service organizations. These Judicial Council liaisons will report back to the council 

on the results of their review, such as the need for additional review by the AOC’s 

Internal Audit Services unit, an outside consultant, or other entity. 

 

http://www.courts.ca.gov/cms/rules/index.cfm?title=four&linkid=rule4_220
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The AOC Restructuring Directives, as approved by the council on August 31, 2012, specifically 

directs the Administrative Director of the Courts to report to the council’s Executive and 

Planning Committee before each Judicial Council meeting on every directive. This informational 

report provides an update on the progress of implementation efforts for all of the directives. 

 

The meeting agenda and reports considered during the meeting are posted on the California 

Courts website. In addition, an archived audiocast of the meeting will be posted early next week. 

# # # 

The Judicial Council is the policymaking body of the California courts, the largest court system in the nation. Under 

the leadership of the Chief Justice and in accordance with the California Constitution, the council is responsible for 

ensuring the consistent, independent, impartial, and accessible administration of justice. The Administrative Office 

of the Courts carries out the official actions of the council and promotes leadership and excellence in court 

administration. 

 

http://www.courts.ca.gov/19334.htm
http://www.courts.ca.gov/documents/jc-20130226-info1.pdf
http://www.courts.ca.gov/documents/jc-20130226-info1.pdf
http://www.courts.ca.gov/21004.htm

